European Crime Prevention Award
and
EUCPN Best Practices Annual Conference 2008
Project Entry Form
The theme for this year’s European Crime Prevention Award and EUCPN’s Best
Practices Annual Conference is prevention of criminality in public spaces.
Security issues are at the heart of the concerns of citizens and local and
national authorities. In this context, the prevention of criminality in the public
spaces, especially urban or suburban, is a major issue that can be divided into
three main components: the development planning of public spaces, the
implementation of video protection systems and the daily actions of public space
management.
France has chosen to study this theme for its chairmanship of the EUPCN and
as a topic for the European Crime Prevention Award 2008 competition.
Please complete the attached form (the boxes are expandable). Note that the
last page is for a one-page description of your project.
Entries should be in English, but may be accompanied by a version of the entry
in the national language if wished. Each country may enter one project as its
ECPA entry and up to two other projects to be presented at the conference.
Projects should be submitted only through the National Representatives. The full
ECPA rules may be found at www.eucpn.org
The deadline to send in your entries is 1st September 2008.
Send your entry or entries to: eucpn.pt@gmail.com
If you have any questions, please contact us at the above email address or
francoise.larroque@interieur.gouv.fr

ECPA/BPC 2008
1. Is this your country’s ECPA entry or is it an additional project? (Only one
ECPA entry per country plus up to two other projects.)
This is the UK entry

2. What is the title of the project?
MOPPIN up Dodge

3. Please give a short general description of the project.
The project is based in Preston, a city in the North West of England. It focuses on a
neighbourhood in the east of the city known locally as “Dodge City” which has long
suffered from high crime nuisance anti social behaviour and other associated
problems. The area is made up of:
210 family dwellings and 60 one bedroom apartments (mainly rented
accommodation)
Primary school
Community centre
Backed by historic woodland.
The area itself was originally parkland used for recreation in the 1800’s by cotton
workers of Preston and subsequently named as Farringdon Park.

Following the second world war social housing was built on Farringdon Park by the
local Council with the aim of providing rented accommodation for returning soldiers.
Since that time the neighbourhood has deteriorated and in 2003 was placed in the
top 5% of deprived communities according to the UK indices of deprivation. Crime
rates were high and the local Council was struggling to support new tenants who
were being forced from their homes because of serious anti social behaviour. This
led to large numbers of empty properties, which caused loss of revenue for the
Council and assisted in creating many crime attractors/generators on the
neighbourhood. It appeared that due to a number of reasons, including poor initial
design of the area, poor management of the public space and housing stock the area
had entered a spiral of decline making it a very difficult place to live.

Street on Farringdon Park

In 2005 a new neighbourhood policing team was placed in the area which coincided
with the transfer of the majority of properties from the local Council to the newly
formed Community Gateway Association (CGA).
The team used Problem Orientated Partnerships (POPs) as a frame work to address
problems and this work began in 2005 using the ‘SARA’ model (Scanning, Analysis,
Response, Assessment) scanning data from a number of agencies, stakeholders and
service providers, as well as consulting residents and locally elected politicians from
the area.
The high level scanning results are shown below:
Escalating reports of crime and Anti Social Behaviour (ASB)
Gang culture - Farringdon Park Original Gangsters (FPOG)
Poor environmental appearance and crime attractor
Fly tipping (rubbish dumping on open spaces)
Overt drug dealing and taking
Poor initial design of neighbourhood
Unsustainable tenancies & high repair costs (and repeat victims)
No diversionary activities
No community involvement
Underused community centre
Deprived community
Blame culture (the locals blamed ‘outsiders’ for the problems)

The analysis phase was conducted using the double-sided problem analysis triangle
as developed by John Eck. The triangle focuses on the offender, the victim and the
location, the theory being that if you remove one side of the triangle the structure
collapses and the problem is addressed.

The main features of location/place were:
• Poorly designed social housing in a residential estate;
• Poor infrastructure and a hot spot for service providers;
• High levels of social deprivation;
• No alternative locations for the local youth to go.
The main victims were:
• Residents in general but new tenants in particular;
• Service providers and visitors to the area;
• The local primary and nursery school.
The main offender characteristics were:
• White British males between the ages 12-30 years;
• Coming from poorly educated households;
• Persistent young offenders, with histories of truancy, exclusion from school
and drug dependency;
• High unemployment;
• Gang culture – Farringdon Park Original Gangsters (FPOG)
The quantitative analysis was broad and detailed using data from main stakeholders
and associated partners. This involved drilling down into crime statistics,
housing/void data, fly tipping/environmental data, deprivation data and other
quantitative information provided by all the partners. This data confirmed the extent
of the problems in the neighbourhood and that it had become an unsafe and
unpleasant place to live.
Innovative qualitative analysis was also completed canvassing opinion from
residents, members of the public who visited the area and the elected
representatives. A study canvassing the views of local residents was carried out by
the team with a traditional ‘door knock’ undertaken which resulted in an 80% return.
The normal return for this sort of study in the UK is usually about 15%.
Recognising an ‘information’ gap with regards to visitors to the estate the team asked
the local primary school to build a model of the local area. This model was then used
to gather data from outside school and at various community events. People were
invited to place ‘flags’ on the model to identify issues of concern or to highlight any
positives. 676 flags were attached to the model on different occasions. Different
coloured flags were used to highlight different issues, which ranged from drug
dealing to motorcycle nuisance. People were asked to identify their priority for
resolution of the problems using a key that the children had devised with short,
medium and long-term solutions. The team called this process ‘MAPPING FOR
MOPPIN’.
Elected representatives, stakeholder managers and representatives from the local
Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership were invited to complete an
‘Environmental Visual Audit’ of the estate. This involved a walk around the area for
representatives to see at first hand its poor appearance.
Before any objectives were set the team also took advice from the head of crime
prevention at the local University and researched good practice of crime science from
literature and web sites.
Finally, the team reviewed the crime figures in 2004, the year before the project
started and for each of the 12 months of the project. Following the detailed
quantitative and qualitative analysis the team concluded that burglary, criminal
damage and anti-social behaviour were the key crime issues. The graph overleaf
also tracks calls made by tenants to the authorities to report problems (such as
damage, graffiti, fly tipping and complaints of anti-social behaviour)
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Using Home Office calculators the financial cost of the three main crime types in
“Dodge City” was approximately £200,000 in 2004. Added to this, the cost to
landlords of lost rents and repairs to accommodation in the same year was around
£205,000.

4. Please describe the objective(s) of the project?
The project then moved to the response stage of the SARA model and all partners
were invited to review the data and set project objectives for delivery during 2006,
using the SMART model.
Specific
reduce all crime by 15%
reduce burglaries by 20%
reduce criminal damage by 20%
reduce all calls to service by 15%
reduce Anti Social Behaviour reports by 20%
reduce the number of empty properties by 50%
option appraisal regarding the future of Crummock Road
disrupt drug dealing
disrupt FPOG and ‘gang culture’
increase community engagement and tackle ‘fear of crime’
improve environmental appearance of estate
promote sustainable change
Measurable
compare the statistics and data from 2004 against those for 2007
Achievable
integrating POP & NIM (National Intelligence Model)
using applied crime science
with community support
strong partnership working
neighbourhood policing (at no extra cost)
Relevant
objectives were relevant to the analysis and responded to
community concerns
Timed
time frame of two years with 31/12/07 set as the assessment date

5. How was the project implemented?

The response phase of the project began in January 2006 to run for 1 year.
The core team consisted of a team leader from Community Gateway Association and
two neighbourhood Police Officers. The extended team, which we have called
‘associate’ partners, was made up of representatives from agencies who were not
involved in the day to day running of the project but who still had an important part to
play. The whole team consisted of approximately 15 people who met on a monthly
basis throughout the response year. This monthly process evaluation meeting was
held to coincide with a monthly residents meeting to make sure that everyone was
aware of progress and whether set objectives had been met. The team involved the
local media and the community group to promote the beginning of the response
process.
The responses were split into three categories (i) enforcement; (ii) situational and (iii)
social crime prevention.
Enforcement
This employed the standard use of policing and housing legislation, which led to
arrests and prosecution and was used together with new UK legislation to deal with a
range of problems. It included banning troublesome individuals from the area and
closing down properties where class ‘A’ drugs such as heroin and crack cocaine had
been sold/used and nuisance caused.
Tenants who had consistently displayed bad behaviour were given orders by the
Courts to give up their properties and told to leave the area. These were backed up by
further orders giving them ‘geographic’ exclusions which meant that any return could
lead to arrest.
These are just examples of the many enforcement options used but most were
intelligence led and could only be completed with support and information from the
local community.

Situational Crime Prevention
Analysis had shown initial poor design of the area was creating numerous crime
attractors through out the estate. Using situational crime prevention public spaces on
the area were changed. This included closing footpaths which had become “rat runs”
and closing numerous play areas scattered around the estate which had been poorly
managed and become an eyesore for the community.

Lighting was improved in poorly lit areas, fencing erected to determine boundaries and
shrubs/bushes either removed or cut back to improve natural surveillance.
During analysis a common crime attractor that needed to be addressed was a cul de
sac (dead end street) called Crummock Road. This small road was a common
denominator in many issues and the team pushed for a complete appraisal of the
street which was causing so many problems. There were two main options - (i) to
decide if the existing properties were fit for purpose and worth the investment to
improve them, and if in so doing the area could be made less of a crime
attractor/generator and (ii) to consider if a complete redevelopment, when funding was
available, would be more cost effective and in the long term more sustainable
The team had been involved in the successful implementation of a CCTV system on a
neighbourhood a short distance away that had seen some very positive results. Since
the system had capacity for a further 8 cameras a minimal amount of funding was
provided by the local authority and the neighbourhood is now covered by the existing
system. The cameras used are high quality PTZ (Pan, Tilt, Zoom) domes protected by
a polycarbonate cover which provide excellent footage if required.
Social crime prevention
Techniques were used with the intention of preventing potential offenders entering the
criminal justice system. For example our associate partners from the Probation
Service and Youth Offending Teams encouraged the courts to give out Community
Sentences, ordering local offenders back onto the neighbourhood to clean up the
estate. This ‘reparation approach’ sent out a very strong message about not
committing offences in the area.
Young people ‘at risk’ from entering the criminal justice system were identified and
diverted into early intervention projects run by other associate partners. Many were
involved in projects around the neighbourhood giving them a sense of ownership and
achievement with regards to the work they had completed.
Following advice from the local university the local residents group set up a ‘buddies’
system. This meant that an experienced ‘mentor’ from the residents group assisted
any new tenants moving onto the estate. The idea was for the existing tenant to
provide support to help the settling in period, which in turn would reduce the
turnaround of tenancies and reduce the number of empty (void) properties.
Social crime prevention techniques are difficult to measure, especially in the short
term, and much of it involves pointing people in the right direction. However as an
example, a group of young ‘at risk’ local people were involved in the design and
building of a community garden attached to the school. This garden has flourished,
has never been vandalised and so far the people involved in the project (run by
another associate partner) have not come to police notice.

6. Were partners involved in planning and/or development and/or
implementation of the project? If so, who were they, and what were their
roles?
Close working by all partners was the key to the successful delivery of the project.
All parties involved in the project are listed below:
Core Partners: (Involved in the day to day project management)
Community Gateway Association
Neighbourhood Policing Team
Associate Partners: (Involved in the planning and delivery of objectives)
Preston Youth Offending Team
Preston Probation Service
Local elected
Preston Youth Services
One Voice: Neighbourhood Management Scheme
Preston Fire & Rescue
Preston City Council Cleansing/Highways/Parks Department
Princes Trust
Preston Drug & Alcohol Services
Victim Support
Lancashire Evening Post
Lancashire Partnership Against Crime
Lancashire Primary Care Trust
Brockholes Wood Junior School
RAFT: Local Residents Association
Friends of Brockholes Wood
Lancashire Ambulance Service
University of Central Lancashire

7. How did you build in plans to measure the performance of the project?
All project partners were involved in the development of performance measures from
the start of the project with specific aims, objectives and time guidelines agreed for
each partner, depending on their involvement.
Performance measures were both qualitative and quantitative and a small team from
the main stakeholders, under the direction of the project leader, attended monthly
process evaluation meetings, which were timed to coincide with residents meetings.
Other partners were invited as part of the monitoring process and were asked to
attend when an objective had been achieved or if there were blockages identified.
During the initial phases objectives were more concerned with information and data
collection within agreed timescales.
Activities by various partners in the response phase of the project were co-ordinated
by the project team, who provided a readily available and central point of contact to
support the project partners if any problems arose or performance objectives were in
danger of not being met. In addition to the formal monthly project meetings there
were many informal meetings, street briefings and site meetings during the project
involving both core and associate partners.

8. Has the project been evaluated? How, and by whom?
Assessment began in 2007 and continued throughout the year. The team looked at
impact evaluation to determine whether the actions undertaken had caused any
improvement in the neighbourhood. And further if there was shown to be an
improvement could it be attributed to our activities and could we now focus our efforts
elsewhere? Also the aim was to assess whether the model could be used in similar
neighbourhoods to address what are not uncommon problems.
To test that the project responses caused the improvements a monthly interrupted
time series method of assessment was used. The team also used a control area
selected within the same city with similar problems but geographically several
kilometres apart from Farringdon Park. An analysis of crime figures and service calls
between 2004 and 2007 indicated no significant change, which suggests that the
reductions in the action area were due to the project activity.
And they looked at displacement and diffusion selecting a neighbourhood next to the
target area, which police intelligence suggested had strong links with regards to
offenders and levels of crime. Again, an analysis of crime figures and service calls
between 2004 and 2007 indicated a slight reduction, providing a good indication that
displacement of criminal activity had not occurred, and indeed that there had a slight
improvement through the diffusion effect from the target area.

9. What were the results? How far were the objectives of the project
achieved?

A 12 month impact evaluation began in January 2007. As detailed in the SMART
model we used average data from 2004 measured against that of 2007. The
quantitative results are shown below.

Quantitative assessment:
From technical data recording systems used by the police it was possible to conduct
an interrupted time series evaluation method. All the objectives sought from the
project were achieved or exceeded.

All crime
Burglary
Criminal damage
Anti social behaviour
Service calls

Reduction achieved Target (%)
(%)
57
15
55
20
57
20
37
20
46
15

The cost savings made in 2007 by the reduction in number of the three specified
crime types alone amounted to about £100,000.
In addition, the target to reduce the number of empty properties, set at 50%, was also
exceeded. As a result of achieving a 58% reduction in the number of empty
properties the cost saving in 2007 amounted to about £110,000.
Qualitative assessment:
Following the option appraisal of Crummock Road a decision was made to redevelop
the site. The team is now fully involved in the planning process for the future
development.

The emerging drug problem has been disrupted with the ringleader and other
members of the gang receiving custodial sentences.
The local residents group is now thriving and manages many issues in the area. This
has encouraged and promoted community engagement and residents are
empowered with access to services where they can influence decision making.
The environmental appearance of the estate has improved dramatically which
ensures the public areas are well managed and closely monitored. Footpaths and a
number of play areas have been closed and the existing ones improved. Once the
initial work had been carried out the team adopted a “Broken windows” approach
(George Kelling, March 1982) which identifies the need to deal with minor issues
promptly to prevent decline.

10. Are there reports or documents available on the project? In print or on the
Web? Please, give references to the most relevant ones.

www.community-safety.net
www.ukpopconference.co.uk
www.popcenter.org
www.crimereduction.homeoffice.gov.uk

Please, write here a one page description of the project:
The project is based in Preston, a city in the North West of England. It focuses on a
socially deprived neighbourhood which has long suffered from high crime and anti social
behaviour. The housing and the environment generally has deteriorated considerably,
with a significant amount of the accommodation un-occupied. The state of the housing
aside, the environmental appearance was very poor which has supported a gang culture
on the streets, fly tipping, drug dealing and a range of other criminality and anti social
behaviour. The community spirit was very poor and there was little involvement by the
community in the area.
In the sixty or so years since the estate was developed it had deteriorated to the extent
that in 2003 it was placed in the top 5% of deprived communities in the United Kingdom.
In 2005 a new neighbourhood policing team was established and using widely
recognised approaches to partnership working and an accepted problem solving
framework it completed the first two phases, conducting high level scanning of the area
followed by a detailed analysis of the problems. Among the objectives agreed were to:
reduce all crime by 15%
reduce the number of calls made for service by 15%
reduce the number of empty properties by 50%
increase community engagement and tackle ‘fear of crime’
improve the environmental appearance of estate
promote sustainable change
The response or activity phase ran through 2006 using a combination of enforcement
activity, and situational and social crime prevention approaches. This proved to be
extremely successful and all the objectives were met or surpassed. The evaluation
process began at the end of 2006 and ran for twelve months. The assessment included
comparison with a control area and measurement of possible displacement to
neighbouring estates.

In quantitative terms, compared to the 2004 baseline all crime reduced by 57%; calls for
service were reduced by 46%; and the number of empty properties was reduced by 58%.
Cost savings as a result of reduced crime were nearly £100,000 in 2007, and the ability
to let properties again produced savings of about £110,000 in 2007.
A key consideration was to promote sustainable change, and a review of crime figures in
the first quarter of 2008 indicated a stable situation, and one when compared with the
same period 12 months earlier of a reduction of 53%. This situation has endured
because of the situational crime prevention approach adopted such as target hardening
(closing or gating various access points); cleaning up the estate; improved lighting on
houses, certain streets and footpaths; improved fencing and the creation of individual
boundaries; introducing CCTV and modifying public places to discourage disorderly
behaviour
Equally important were the social crime prevention aspects aimed at redirecting potential
offenders away from the criminal justice system. A community garden has been
developed and a “Surestart” centre opened providing advice to young parents on
education, childcare, health and family support. The Community Centre is now being
used to its full potential and offers a full range of services for the whole community. Other
diversionary activities are available on the estate including a soccer training scheme. The
Residents Group now has a dedicated Community Development Officer who is
supporting the group to access external funding streams to further improve the estate
and provide activities for children and adults.
A further benefit of the approach adopted by this project is that it can be easily replicated;
the improvement costs are low compared to the realisable financial benefits over time.

